now becoming clear. New bb&Jtt policies are evolving m Russia, with uncertain prospects.
Summary. Processing weapons plutonium in Russian LWRs, operating and nearly completed, appears technically feasible. The time required to provide fuel fabrication capability and acquire the necessary approvals and licenses is highly uncertain. If safety reviews are favorable, the use of full-MOX cores appears clearly preferable to one-third MOX cores. The risks of theft or diversion of materials during disposition would be worrisome, given the current upheavals in Russia. ES&H issues are difficult to address in detail, given the evolving state of Russian standards. Similarly, costs are difficult to estimate; some subsidy to displace uranium fuel, which is currently very cheap in Russia, would be required.
Advantages: Technically feasible; moderate cost; moderate timing; meets the spent fuel standard.
Disadvantages: Major safeguards and security issues in plutonium handling and transport; supports infrastructure for civilian plutonium fuel cycle in Russia; possible impact on other countries' civilian plutonium programs contrary to U.S. fuel cycle policies.
Conclusion: This option is a leading contender for long-term plutonium disposition.
Major Outstanding Issues: The technical issues involved in this option are similar to those involved in the use of U.S. LWRs. Further examination is needed of:
•   modifications required to ensure the safety of VVER-1000 reactors;
•   the safety of operating VVER-1000 reactors with full-MOX cores and moderately high plutonium loadings, including the specifics of the modifications that would be required, the likely shutdown time required to make those modifications, the cost of modification, and the likely licensing issues involved;
•   the capability of the unfinished Chelyabinsk MOX facility for LWR fuel fabrication, including cost and schedule for bringing it on-line, capacity, and ability to meet current safeguards and ES&H requirements;
•   the cost, schedule, and capabilities of new MOX fabrication facilities, relative to the Chelyabinsk option; and
•   issues, including ES&H and safeguards, concerning processing of pits to oxide.
The institutional issues are also similar to those in the United States, except that much greater safeguards risks and political and regulatory uncertainties are involved. Further study is needed of:
•   arrangements to provide adequate safeguards and security in the current cir-ironment and safety assurances. Public resistance to plutonium use may therefore be significant. The regional and local authorities in Tomsk, for example (a major production site for weapons plutonium), have gathered sufficient strength in opposing the siting of a weapons plutonium storage facility there to call into question the viability of the plan. The regulatory agency that in principle is empowered to regulate nuclear facility siting and licenses, GOSATOMNADZOR, is seeking its role in the newn Federation," unpublished paper, April 1993.
